
 
 
 

CALIFORNIA WORKFORCE INVESTMENT BOARD  
ISSUES AND POLICY SPECIAL COMMITTEE 

MEETING NOTICE  
 

February 24, 2011 
9:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.  

 
777 12th Street, Suite 200 
Sacramento, CA  95814 

 
 

Mission Statement 
“Our mission is to provide advice, counsel and recommendations to the full 
California Workforce Investment Board that improve Local Workforce Investment 
Boards’ ability to provide world-class services to constituents; and to provide overall 
strategic recommendations to the full Board in identifying the most critical 
priorities.” 

Teleconference Information:  

To Join Online Meeting 

Go to https://edd-wsb.webex.com/edd-
wsb/j.php?ED=143628772&UID=0&PW=NMGE0Y2RmOTlh&RT=MiM0  
2. Enter your name and email address.  
3. Enter the meeting password: ipc0224  
4. Click "Join Now" 

For Teleconference Only 

Call-in toll-free number (Verizon): 1-866-746-2471 (US)  
Attendee access code: 780 903 6 

AGENDA 

 

1. Welcome and Opening Remarks 

 

2. Action Items 

a. Local Area Modification Request 

b. Local Board Biennial Certification Policy Update 

c. Approval of July 2010 Meeting Summary 

d. Approval of October 2010 Meeting Summary 

 

Edmund G. Brown 
Governor 

 

 

https://edd-wsb.webex.com/edd-wsb/j.php?ED=143628772&UID=0&PW=NMGE0Y2RmOTlh&RT=MiM0�
https://edd-wsb.webex.com/edd-wsb/j.php?ED=143628772&UID=0&PW=NMGE0Y2RmOTlh&RT=MiM0�


 
 
 

3. Discussion 

Updates on Committee Work 

 
4. Public Comment 

 

5. Other Business 
 
 
 
Meeting conclusion time is an estimate; meeting may end earlier subject to completion of agenda items and/or approved motion 
to adjourn. In order for the Committee to provide an opportunity for interested parties to speak at the public meetings, public 
comment may be limited. Written comments provided to the Committee must be made available to the public, in compliance with 
the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act, §11125.1, with copies available in sufficient supply. Individuals who require 
accommodations for their disabilities (including interpreters and alternate formats) are requested to contact the California 
Workforce Investment Board staff at (916) 324-3425 at least ten days prior to the meeting. TTY line: (916) 324-6523. Please visit 
he California Workforce Investment Board website at http://www.cwib.ca.gov or contact Daniel Patterson for additional 
information.   



           
 ITEM 1 

 
 

I.  Welcome and Opening Remarks 
 
 
 

 
 
  



           
 ITEM 2 

 
 
 
 

 Action Items: 
 
a) Local Area Modification Request 

 
b) Local Board Biennial Certification Policy Update 
 
c) Approval of July 2010 Meeting Summary 
 
d) Approval of October 2010 Meeting Summary 

 
 

 
 
  



           
 ITEM 2a 

 
 
 
 

Action Item: 
 
Local Area Modification Request 
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Action Item 
 

Action Requested 
 

 
The Issues and Policy Committee not recommend to the State Board the local area modification 
requested by Napa County Workforce Investment Board to move Lake County from the North 
Central Counties Consortium to the Napa County Local Workforce Investment Area (LWIA). 
 
 

Background 
 
Section 116 of the federal Workforce Investment Act (WIA) provides the Governor with the 
authority and the responsibility to designate cities, counties, or consortia of cities and/or counties 
as Local Workforce Investment Areas (LWIA) for delivering WIA services.  The Governor may 
approve a request from any unit of general local government, including a combination of such 
units for designation if the State Board determines, taking into account the factors described in 
Section 116 of WIA, and recommends to the Governor, that such areas should be so designated.   
 
The State Board’s policy for local area modification was published in Directive WIAD05-02 on 
July 29, 2005.  The California Workforce Training Act of 2006 amended the California 
Unemployment Insurance Code providing the State Board with responsibility for assisting the 
Governor in designating local workforce investment areas.     
 
Local Area Modification Request 
 
On December 21, 2010, the California Workforce Investment Board (State Board) received a 
request from the Napa County Workforce Investment Board for a local area modification.  The 
modification requests that Lake County be allowed to move from the North Central Counties 
Consortium (NCCC) to the Napa County LWIA.  The request was referred to the Employment 
Development Department (EDD) for analysis and review (see Attachment a1). 
 
The Napa County LWIA is defined by its county boundaries.  Lake County is a member of a 
consortium of five counties:  Colusa, Glenn, Lake, Sutter and Yuba.  By having Lake County 
join the Napa LWIA it would increase the Napa LWIA population by 134,650 and increase its 
area by 1,254 square miles.  The Napa WIA formula allocation would increase by $836,897 for 
the current program year. 
 
A public hearing was conducted on the modification request and a comment period provided.  
Notices were placed in local periodicals.  Letters of support were received from Congressman 
Mike Thompson and California Assemblyman Wesley Chesbro among others.  Letters of 
opposition were also received (62 in all) from Lake County businesses, cities, service providers, 
high schools, college instructors and the general public. 
 
While the modification would generally be consistent with local labor market conditions, it is 
unknown how the boundary change will produce a more comprehensive and integrated 
workforce development system.  There is some question whether Napa County has the 
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administrative capacity to double their WIA formula allotment and manage it well.  It is also 
unknown whether the modification will improve the operations and services in the participating 
LWIAs or better align workforce resources.  It is also not likely that the modification will 
provide greater accessibility to services for customers in the service areas affected. 
 

 
 
Recommendation 
 
Based upon the EDD analysis, it is recommended this local area modification not be approved.  
After reviewing all the available objective information, it has been determined this modification 
will not result in improved service delivery to Lake County customers – both job seekers and 
employers. 
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LOCAL AREA MODIFICATION REQUEST 
Napa County Request to Add Lake County 

 
 
Summary: 
 
On December 21, 2010, the signed hard copy of Napa County’s Request for 
Local Area Modification was received by the California Workforce Investment 
Board (CWIB).  The modification requests that Lake County be allowed to move 
from the North Central Counties Consortium (NCCC) to the Napa County Local 
Workforce Investment Area.   
 
The Napa County Local Workforce Investment Area appears to have followed all 
requirements described in WIA Directive WIAD05-2, “Local Area Modification 
Process” dated July 29, 2005. 

 
Local Area Descriptions:  
Napa County is currently a single county local area. The Workforce Investment 
Board works in partnership with the Napa County Board of Supervisors to 
oversee local workforce development activities and to establish programs and 
services in response to the workforce needs of Napa County. 
Napa County is primarily recognized for its agricultural industry evolving from its 
highly productive and successful wine-growing industry.  The Napa Valley has 
over 63,000 acres of vineyards, and offers internationally famous wines that are 
shipped world wide and offered via wine clubs and web sites.  There are over 
300 wineries located in the Napa Valley.  Because of the attractiveness of its 
rural location, but yet close proximity to the Bay Area, tourism is another 
prominent feature drawing business into Napa.  As many as 5 million tourists 
travel every year to Napa because of its vineyards and resorts.  For California, 
Disneyland is the foremost travel destination with Napa ranked number two.  
Napa, although a rural location, is among the nine counties (Napa, Alameda, 
Contra Costa, Marin, Santa Clara, San Francisco, Sonoma, Solano, and San 
Mateo) which significantly contribute to the economy of the Bay Area urban 
center.  Since much of Napa’s land is cultivated for grapes, newer residential and 
commercial development is concentrated in the existing cities, located mostly in 
the southern part of the county.  Napa and Lake Counties share a common 
boundary on the southern end of Lake County.  
 
Lake County is currently a member of the NCCC.  The NCCC is a Consortium of 
the five counties of Colusa, Glenn, Lake, Sutter, and Yuba.  NCCC was 
established as a separate public entity through a Joint Powers Agreement 
executed between the five counties in 1983.  The consortium is governed by a 
Governing board comprised of delegates of the Board of Supervisors from each 
of the member counties.   
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Lake County is a wine grape-growing area and is also famous for its pears and 
walnuts.  Lake County’s, Clear Lake is the largest natural lake in the state of 
California.  The Geysers is the largest geothermal field complex in the world.  
Lake County is home to Tule Elk, more than 150 bird species, the Clear Lake 
Hitch, a native fish found only in Clear Lake, and native trees – all of which make 
Lake County a natural wonderland. 
 
Lake County joining Napa County LWIA would increase Napa’s population by 
65,279 to 199,929, and its area from 758 square miles to 2,012.  It would change 
NCCC’s population from 280,438 to 215,159 and its area from 4,957 to 3,703 
square miles. 
 
Development of the Request for Modification:  
 
1. Has the initiating local board provided signed support for the modification 

from the local board and designated local CEO? 
Yes.  On December 14, 2010, the Board of Supervisors of the County of 
Napa authorized the Napa County Board of Supervisors Chairman to sign the 
Application for Modification of the Napa County Local Workforce Investment 
Area to include Lake County.  Diane Dillon, Chair of the Napa County Board 
of Supervisors, signed the Local Area Modification Request signature page 
on that date.  The request was also co-signed by Mary Ann Mancuso, Chair 
of the Napa county Workforce Investment Board. 
 

2. Have the local board and local CEO Designees for the other local area(s) 
whose boundaries will change submitted support for the modification?  
No.  NCCC submitted a letter dated January 20, 2011, opposing the 
modification.  The letter was submitted by Nancy Crooks, Interim Director for 
the North Central Counties Consortium on behalf of the NCCC Governing 
Board and Local Workforce Investment Board. 

 
3. Has the public been notified of the request and allowed sufficient time for 

public comment?  
Yes.  The application was made available to the public via the Internet using 
the www.napaworkforce.org website.  An official public comment period was 
announced on October 29, 2010.  Appropriate notices announcing this 
comment period were placed in the Napa Valley Register, the Lake County 
Record-Bee, the Middletown Times Star, and online at lakeconews.com.  The 
previously mentioned Lake and Napa County Board of Supervisors meetings 
were also properly noticed and allowed for public comment. 

http://www.napaworkforce.org/�
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During the comment period, letters of support were provided by Congress 
member Mike Thompson, California Assemblyman Wesley Chesbro, Lake 
County Board of Supervisors Chairman Anthony W. Farrington, and former 
Executive Director of the Lake One-Stop Inc., Tedron Pierce.  Additionally, 27 
letters of non-support from individuals representing Lake County businesses 
and organizations were also received during this period.  Copies of these 
letters were submitted with the modification request. 
An additional 35 letters opposing the modification were received by the State 
in January 2011.  All but one of these letters was faxed to the State by the 
current Lake County One-Stop Operator.  The letters were written by lake 
county businesses (22), cities (2), service providers (2), high schools (3), 
college instructors (2), and the general public (3).  An additional letter 
opposing the modification was submitted separately from another Lake 
County business. 

 
Assessment of the Application by the EDD:  
 
1. Describe the resources available in each of the local areas to administer WIA 

activities.  
Napa County’s Workforce Investment Act (WIA) formula allotments total 
$625,152 for the last Program Year (PY 2009-10) and $793,542 for the 
current PY (2010-11).   
NCCC‘s formula allotments (including Lake County) for PYs 2009-10 and 
2010-11 were $5,046,157, and $4,422,347 respectively.  The relative shares 
attributed to Lake County for these two PYs were $912,249 for the last PY 
and $836,897 for the current PY.  The formula allotments for a new Local 
Area consisting of Napa and Lake Counties would total approximately 
$1,630,439 ($836,897 from Lake County and $793,542 from Napa County) 
for the current PY.  Note: While WIA funding is based on formulas for each 
fund source (Youth, Adult and Dislocated Worker), it is also driven by each 
local jurisdiction’s “relative share” of the whole.  As a result, historically, the 
variance has been relatively insignificant when Local Areas realign. i.e., the 
amount of funding that a county brings to its new local area remains roughly 
the same. 
Over its history, the Napa WIB has secured over $15 million in supplemental 
funding for local and regional workforce development programs.  Likewise, 
NCCC has consistently secured additional WIA resources for its consortium 
members through the WIA Dislocated Worker Additional Assistance fund and 
successfully competing in State-level WIA Solicitations for Proposals.  Future 
special requests for Lake would have to be addressed via resources available 
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through Napa County as the proposed administrative entity for this new Local 
Area. 
 

2. How will the boundary change help produce a more comprehensive and 
integrated workforce development system?  
This is unknown.  The applicant claims that the boundary change would help 
produce a more comprehensive and integrated workforce development 
system by immediately connecting these two counties that share an 
expanding tourism and vineyard driven economy.  The applicant also claims 
that Lake county residents will garner access to Napa’s vintner and culinary 
cooking classes, as well as a broader array of programs and services for both 
job seekers and businesses that can be accessed more readily with less 
investment in transportation and lodging costs.  
 

3. Describe the geographic area served by local educational agencies and 
intermediate educational agencies within the modified boundaries.  
Generally, the number of local education agencies, K-12, community 
colleges, adult education, regional occupational programs/centers (ROP/Cs), 
or their respective geographic areas served as a result of the requested WIA 
boundary modification will remain unchanged.  Lake County is currently 
served by both the Mendocino Community College (its Lake Center in 
Lakeport) and the Yuba Community College (its Clearlake Campus in 
Clearlake). 

 
4. Identify the extent to which the service area affected by the boundary change 

is consistent with the local labor market.  
Generally, this modification would be consistent with local labor market 
conditions.  Napa and Lake Counties share three out of four of their top 
industries: leisure and hospitality; trade, transportation and utilities; and 
government.  These three industries compose 43% of the total industry 
makeup in Napa, and almost 60% of the makeup in Lake County.  Retail 
trade accounted for 66% of the trade, transportation and utilities industry in 
Napa County and 74% in Lake County.  
Visitor spending by Traveler Accommodations between 1992 and 2008 shows 
the following: Lake generated $48.6 million and Napa generated $691.5 
million in revenue from visitor spending on hotel/motel accommodations.  
Lake far exceeded the remaining counties in NCCC, in that Yuba generated 
$8.8 million, Sutter $17.2 million, Colusa $10.7 million, and Glenn made $15.2 
million.  
However, the unemployment rates between the counties of Lake and Napa 
vary significantly with the unemployment rate for Napa County usually being 
nearly half of Lake County’s rate.  For example, the unemployment rate in 
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December 2010 was 10.6 percent in Napa and 19.1 percent in Lake County, 
and the annual unemployment rate for 2009 was 8.7 percent for Napa County 
and 15.6 percent for Lake County. 
 
Labor Market information regarding commute patterns confirms there is 
commuting between the two counties of Lake and Napa.  More Lake County 
residents travel to Napa for work and vice versa than travel to and from Lake 
County to all NCCC member counties combined.  In fact, commute data show 
little to no commute pattern between Lake County and the two largest NCCC 
counties of Sutter and Yuba.  
The commute patterns between Napa and Lake Counties show that 92 
percent of the commuters are traveling from Lake to Napa Counties. The 
remaining 2 percent are divided between the remaining four NCCC Counties 
of Colusa, Glenn, Sutter and Yuba.  
Napa County and Lake County both send a significant portion of their 
commuting workforce to Sonoma County. Of the labor force commuting out of 
Napa, 16 percent commute to Sonoma.  Meanwhile, 33 percent of Lake 
County’s commuting workforce travels to Sonoma, and 18 percent commute 
to Napa County.  
 

5. Identify the maximum distances that individual will need to travel to receive 
services within the proposed service area.  
The proposed service area should not impact the distance that customers 
have to travel to receive services because the location of the One-Stops in 
Lake County and Napa are not changing.  Napa has recently added two 
satellite service locations in its County, which may enhance services to 
customers in Lake County.  
In reviewing distances from Lake County’s comprehensive One-Stop center in 
Lakeport to the remaining One-Stops in NCCC, the distance is further to the 
Colusa and Sutter One-Stops, than to the Napa Comprehensive One-Stop.  
The distance between the Napa and Lakeport One-Stops is 50 miles less 
than the distance between Lakeport and the One-Stops in Colusa and Sutter 
Counties. 

 
6. Provide any other information that may be relevant to an objective 

assessment of the modification request.  
The fact that Napa will serve as the administrative entity for the new Local 
Area and be responsible for over twice the amount of federal funds they 
currently receive, requires the State to consider whether they have the 
administrative capacity to do so.  During the past 12 months, Napa has been 
late nearly 75 percent of the time in providing required financial reports to the 
State.  The only assurance that has been provided related to this issue is that 



Item 2, Attachment a1 
Page 6 of 7 

 

California Workforce Investment Board 
www.cwib.ca.gov 

 

Napa does not plan to use more than the 10 percent allowed for 
administration by WIA from the funds provided by adding Lake County to their 
Local Area. 
Another consideration is that the roles and responsibilities of their future 
governing body have yet to be fully defined.  The applicant states that they 
plan on entering into a Joint Powers Agreement between the two counties but 
don’t plan on establishing a formal Joint Powers Agency.  Further work on this 
governance structure is being deferred until the request has been approved. 
The public record related to this request, contains nearly 60 letters of 
opposition to this modification request.  The majority of these letters are from 
Lake County businesses.  Their principle concerns noted in the letters relate 
to potential changes in the location of the one-stop center and of the current 
one-stop operator with whom they’ve enjoyed positive working relationships.  
It’s uncertain what affect this opposition will have on this modification if it’s 
approved, especially if neither the location nor the operator of Lake County’s 
comprehensive One-Stop Center are changed as a result of this modification.  
Note: The applicant has stated that both will remain unchanged through at 
least June 20, 2012, which is the end of PY 2011-12. 
 

Review of Key assessment Criteria:  
 

1. Will the modification improve the operations and services in the participating 
local areas?  
This is unknown.  It’s not clear whether this will strictly be a “marriage of 
convenience” allowing for independent county operations, or whether this 
merger will allow these two counties to focus on providing training and 
developing employment opportunities for their shared industries and 
emerging economies. 

 
2. Will the modification provide greater accessibility to services for customers 

in the service area(s) affected by the change?  
It’s possible, but not likely.  As noted earlier, the modification should not 
affect accessibility to services because there are no plans to change the 
current one-stop locations in either County.  Napa has recently added two 
satellite service locations in its County, which may enhance services to 
some customers in Lake County. 

 
3. Will the modification better align workforce resources?  

This is unknown.  The primary basis for this modification request is that it 
will improve both areas’ future economic and workforce development efforts 
by strategically aligning Lake’s interests with Napa.  By joining Napa, Lake 
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County hopes to share the national and international branding opportunities 
provided by Napa Valley’s reputation as an award winning wine producer, 
and agricultural festival destination.  However, sufficient detail is not 
provided in the modification application nor in subsequent discussions with 
the applicant to clearly demonstrate how this will happen. 

 
Recommendation: 
It is recommended that this request not be approved.  This recommendation 
is based on EDD’s opinion, formed after reviewing all of the available 
objective information that this modification will not result in improved service 
delivery to Lake County customers - both job seekers and employers. 





































































































































































































































































           
 ITEM 2b 

 
 
 
 

 Action Item: 
 

 
Local Board Biennial Certification Policy Update 
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ISSUE PAPER 
Local Workforce Investment Board Recertification 

 
Issue 
 
Should the California Workforce Investment Board (State Board) institute a policy defining a 
process by which local workforce investment boards (local boards) move from conditional 
certification to full certification? 
 
Background 
 
Section 117(c)(2) of the Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (WIA) and the Section 14200(b) of 
the California Unemployment Insurance Code require the Governor to recertify one local board 
for each local workforce investment area (local area) once every two years.  The State Board 
policy reflect WIA Section 117(c)(2)(B) which specifies that a local board may be recertified if it 
has met the required membership and performance criteria.   
 
The State Board policy for nonperformance was issued November 14, 2006 in Directive 
WIAD06-10 “LWIA Non-Performance Policy.”  This policy is restricted to performance only 
and does not provide a methodology to move a local board from conditional approval to full 
certification.  The only provision regarding this issue is contained in directive WSD10-9 dated 
September 29, 2010, which states the State Board and Employment Development Department 
(EDD) will provide technical assistance to overcome certification shortcomings.  No timeline is 
specified.  Consequently there are no administrative remedies available to the State Board to 
encourage local boards to make progress to full certification and ensure that timely and 
appropriate steps are being taken to correct these deficiencies. 
   
The following alternatives discuss the merits of developing such a policy followed by a staff 
recommendation 
 
Alternatives 
 
1.  Status Quo:  Leave the process undefined with no provisions to motivate a local board to 
achieve full certification from conditional certification. 
 
Pro: 
 

• Provides flexibility to state administrative staff to determine method 
• Is accomplished with minimal effort 

 
Con: 

• Does not provide a means to motivate local board to progress from conditional to full 
certification 

• Local board composition is evaluated only as necessary for biennial certification and does 
not reflect trends or identify areas of concern during the two year period. 
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• Does not offer a proactive opportunity for the State or required partners to assist local 
boards in meeting composition requirements   

 
 

2.  Modify current practice to formalize process of moving local board to full certification.  
To include quarterly membership reviews, development and monitoring of a local 
corrective action plan and a sanction policy denying local boards access to WIA 
discretionary funds during the period of conditional certification.   
 
Pro: 

 
• Provides a definitive process and timeline for achieving full certification  
• Ensures all parties continually strive to maintain the required local board membership 

composition  
• Provides a remedy to the State Board and Employment Development Department for 

local boards that have not consistently maintained local board composition  
• Ensures local board does not receive WIA discretionary funding during the period of 

conditional certification  

Con: 
 

• Increased administrative burden for all parties involved: State and local board staff, and 
the Employment Development Department 

 
 
Recommendation 
 
Alternative 2 is recommended.  This alternative establishes a time sensitive process to achieve 
full certification and provides a motivating factor by making the local board ineligible for 
various grants. 
 



 

DIRECTIVE 
WORKFORCE SERVICES Number:  WSD10-9

 

  Date: September 29, 2010 
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TO: WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT COMMUNITY 
 
 
SUBJECT: LWIB RECERTIFICATION AND DECERTIFICATION 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
 

Purpose: 
 

The purpose of this directive is to communicate State of California policy and 
procedures regarding the recertification of Local Workforce Investment Boards (LWIB).  
In addition, it provides the circumstances under which the Governor may decertify a 
LWIB. 
 
Scope: 
 

This directive applies to all LWIBs. 
 
Effective Date: 
 

This directive is effective on the date of its issuance. 
 
REFERENCES: 
 

• Workforce Investment Act (WIA) Sections 117(a)-(d), 121(b), 134(d), and 136(h) 

• Department of Labor (DOL) Training and Employment Guidance Letter (TEGL) 
17-05, Change 1, Common Measures Policy for the Employment and Training 
Administration’s (ETA) Performance Accountability System and Related 
Performance Issues (August 13, 2007) 

• DOL TEGL 17-05, Common Measures Policy for the ETA’s Performance 
Accountability System and Related Performance Issues (February 17, 2006) 

• California Unemployment Insurance Code (CUIC) Sections 14200(b), 14202-14207, 
14230(d), and 14232 

• WIA Directive WIAD06-21, Subject: Workforce Training Act (SB 293) 
Implementation Guidance (June 29, 2007) 

• WIAD06-10, Subject: Local Workforce Investment Area (local area) 
Nonperformance Policy (November 14, 2006) 
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STATE-IMPOSED REQUIREMENTS: 
 

This document contains some State-imposed requirements.  These requirements are 
indicated by bold italic type. 
 
FILING INSTRUCTIONS: 
 

This directive supersedes Workforce Services Directive WSD08-7, dated 
November 4, 2008, and finalizes Workforce Services Draft Directive WSDD-45, issued 
for comment on August 31, 2010.  The Workforce Services Division received one 
comment during the draft comment period.  This comment resulted in one change to the 
directive, which is viewed as highlighted text.  The highlighted text will remain on the 
Internet for 30 days from the issuance date.  A summary of the comment is provided in 
Attachment 3.  Retain this directive until further notice. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 

WIA Section 117(c)(2), CERTIFICATION states: 
 

(A) IN GENERAL. – The Governor shall, once every two years, certify 
one local board for each local area in the State.  [Also reference 
CUIC Section 14200(b).] 

(B) CRITERIA. – Such certification shall be based on criteria established 
under subsection (b) [MEMBERSHIP] and, for a second or 
subsequent certification, the extent to which the local board has 
ensured that workforce investment activities carried out in the local 
area have enabled the local area to meet the local performance 
measures.  (Also reference CUIC Sections 14202-14205.) 

(C) FAILURE TO ACHIEVE CERTIFICATION. – Failure of a local board 
to achieve certification shall result in reappointment and certification 
of another local board for the local area pursuant to the process 
described in paragraph (1) [APPOINTMENT OF BOARD MEMBERS 
AND ASSIGNMENT OF RESPONSIBILITIES] and this paragraph.  

 
 

WIA Section 117(c)(3), DECERTIFICATION states: 
 

(A) FRAUD, ABUSE, FAILURE TO CARRY OUT FUNCTIONS –
Notwithstanding paragraph (2) [CERTIFICATION], the Governor may 
decertify a local board at any time after providing notice and an 
opportunity for comment, in regard to:  
(i) fraud or abuse; or 
(ii) failure to carry out the functions specified for the local board in 

any of paragraphs (1) through (7) of subsection (d) 
[FUNCTIONS OF THE LOCAL BOARD]. 

(B) NONPERFORMANCE – Notwithstanding paragraph (2) [CERTIFI-
CATION], the Governor may decertify a local board if a local area 
fails to meet the local performance measures for such local area for 
two consecutive program years [in accordance with section 136(h):  
SANCTIONS FOR LOCAL AREA FAILURE TO MEET LOCAL 
PERFORMANCE MEASURES]. 
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The Governor recertified the current LWIBs in January of 2009 after determining that 
the composition of each LWIB met the criteria set in WIA Section 117(b), and each of 
the LWIBs designated local areas achieved their respective performance standards for 
recertification, as set by State policy.  By December of 2010, the Governor must 
determine whether or not to recertify each of California’s 49 LWIBs based upon their 
membership and their local area’s performance during Program Year (PY) 2009-10.  
 
POLICY AND PROCEDURES: 
 

Policy: 
The WIA Section 117 and CUIC Sections 14202-14205 contain the requirements for 
nominating, selecting, and appointing LWIB members.  Please refer to WIA subsections 
117(b) and (c) for information regarding the process. 
 
The WIA Section 117(c)(2) and CUIC Section 14200(b) provide the federal requirement 
that the Governor shall, once every two years, certify one LWIB for each local area in 
the State.  Accordingly, the Governor must decide, once every two years, whether or 
not to recertify the existing LWIB of each local area.  A LWIB may be recertified if it has 
met the required membership and performance criteria, as stated in WIA Section 
117(c)(2)(B), for PY 2009-10.  In the event that a LWIB does not meet the criteria for 
recertification, the Governor is required to take action as described in WIA Section 
117(c)(2)(C), Failure to Achieve Certification.  In this circumstance, steps will be taken 
to provide the existing LWIB an avenue to correct issues resulting in failure to meet the 
recertification criteria, and may result in conditional recertification pending attempts to 
resolve these issues. 
 
Per WIA Section 117(c)(3), the Governor may decertify LWIBs for fraud, abuse, failure 
to carry out their required functions, or failure to meet local performance measures for 
two consecutive years.  The Governor may decertify a LWIB at any time for the specific 
reasons listed above.  (Note: Decertification of a LWIB is an action separate from a 
LWIB failing to achieve certification.)   
 
The California Workforce Investment Board (State Board) has adopted the following 
policy for recertifying LWIBs, which includes the minimum criteria in California for 
achieving locally negotiated performance measures: 
 
A LWIB can be recertified by December 2010 based on meeting the membership 
criteria, as described in WIA Section 117, and its designated local area achieving 80 
percent or higher on at least eight of the nine locally negotiated common 
performance measures.  (Note: For purposes of performance reporting, there is no 
distinction between a WIA funded participant and an American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act (ARRA) WIA funded participant.  Participants in all programs (except WIA Youth and 
Reemployment Services) funded with any combination of WIA and/or ARRA funds are 
considered to be participants in the regular WIA formula programs.  As a result, LWIBs will 
report one set of local performance measures for PY 2009-10, which will be used to 
determine whether their local area achieved its respective performance standards for 
recertification.) 
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The nine common measures include: 
 

ADULT DISLOCATED WORKER YOUTH 

Entered Employment Rate Entered Employment Rate Placement in Employment or 
Education 

Employment Retention Rate Employment Retention Rate Attainment of a Degree or 
Certificate 

Average Earnings Average Earnings Attainment of a Literacy or 
Numeracy Gain 

 
Procedures: 
In order for the Governor to determine that LWIBs are in compliance with the 
membership requirements of WIA Section 117(b) and CUIC 14200-14205, all 
LWIBs are required to complete the attached LWIB Recertification Request.  
Comments are required to explain any vacant positions.  The form must be 
signed by the LWIB chairperson or officially designated alternate. 
 
The LWIBs must also complete the attached LWIB Mandated Functions Self-
Certification in order to certify that they have carried out the functions specified 
for the local board in WIA Section 117(d) paragraphs (1) through (7).  Both of 
these documents must be submitted to the WSD Program and Technical 
Assistance Section no later than 5:00 p.m. on October 29, 2010.  For submittal 
instructions, see the subsection “ACTION” below.   
 
Based on the performance outcomes reported to the DOL for PY 2009-10, the 
WSD will determine whether each local area achieved their respective 
performance standards for recertification as set by State policy [i.e.  80 percent 
or higher on at least eight of the nine locally negotiated common performance 
measures for PY 2009-10].  If a local area is not performing at a minimum of 80 
percent in at least eight of the nine designated measures, State Board staff will 
coordinate with WSD staff to identify the local area’s needs relative to improving 
performance.  This will include requiring the local area and/or the LWIB to 
develop a jointly signed corrective action plan and the WSD staff working as 
necessary with the local area and/or the LWIB to help the local area improve its 
performance.  The corrective action plan must be completed as required by 
WIAD06-10, Subject:  Local Workforce Investment Area Nonperformance Policy.   
 
Additionally, the WSD Program and Technical Assistance Section will review 
monitoring and expenditure information that will be used to determine fraud, 
abuse, or failure to carry out the required local board functions as outlined under 
WIA Section 117(c)(3)(A). 
 
If a LWIB is determined to be out of compliance regarding its composition or 
performance, the WSD and State Board staff will work with the LWIB in a good faith 
effort to improve those areas out of compliance, granting conditional certification if 
necessary.  Additionally, if the LWIB is out of compliance in terms of performance, the 

wiad06-10.pdf
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recommendation to the State Board will include an outline of the LWIB’s proposed 
corrective action plan.  The State Board will forward final recommendations regarding 
recertification to the Governor.  The LWIB will be notified in writing by December 31, 
2010, regarding its recertification status. 
 
ACTION: 
 

Please bring this directive to the attention of the LWIB and other relevant parties. 
 
The LWIBs are required to complete the attached LWIB Recertification Request 
and LWIB Mandated Functions Self-Certification and submit them to the WSD 
Program and Technical Assistance Section by 5:00 p.m., October 29, 2010.  The 
WSD will accept signed or unsigned copies on or before this date.  The signed 
copies must be received no later than November 30, 2010.  Requests submitted 
after this deadline will not be accepted. 
 
Mail: Program and Technical Assistance Section 

Workforce Services Division, MIC 50 
Employment Development Department 
P.O. Box 826880 
Sacramento, CA  94280-0001 

 
Overnight Mail: Program and Technical Assistance Section 

Workforce Services Division, MIC 50 
Employment Development Department 
800 Capitol Mall 
Sacramento, CA  95814 

 
Hand Deliver: Program and Technical Assistance Section 

Workforce Services Division  
Employment Development Department 
722 Capitol Mall, Room 5099 
Sacramento, CA  95814 

 
INQUIRIES: 
 

If you have questions concerning this directive, contact your assigned Regional Advisor. 
 
 
 
 
/S/ MICHAEL EVASHENK, Chief 

Workforce Services Division 
 
Attachments are available on the Internet: 
 

1. LWIB Recertification Request 
2. LWIB Mandated Functions and Duties Self-Certification 
3. Summary of Comments 

../Regional_Advisor_Listing.htm
fwsd10-9a.doc
fwsd10-9b.doc
wsd10-9att.pdf
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Issues and Policies Committee 

Meeting Summary 
July 29, 2010 

 
The Issues and Policies Special Committee met on Tuesday, July 29, 2010 from 1:00 
pm to 3:00 pm at the office of the California Workforce Investment Board.  This meeting 
was held by teleconference/WebEx technology.     
 
The following members were present: 
 
Victor Franco, Vice Chair  Larry Fortune  
Stella Premo    Audrey Taylor  
Stewart Knox    Adam Peck 
Barry Sedlik 
 
The following members were absent:  
Ed Munoz, Chair 
Tim Rainey 
Elvin Moon 
Felicia Flournoy 
Richard Rubin 
Faye Huang 
 
Others in Attendance: 
Linda Rogaski, CA Workforce Association 
John Delmatier , Proteus, Inc. 
 
CWIB Staff: 
Barbara Halsey, Executive Director CA Workforce Investment Board 
Luis Bermudez, Staff to the Committee 
John Williams, Staff to the Committee 
Bev Odom, Staff to the Board 
Ken Quesada, Staff to the Board 
 
  

I. Welcome and Opening Remarks 
 

Victor Franco opened the meeting, welcomed members and those members of 
the public participating on the teleconference.  He asked members to introduce 
themselves.  He encouraged the public to participate and there would be an 
opportunity for them to address the Committee later in the meeting.  A quorum of 
members was present so the action items were discussed. 

  
II. Action Items 

 
• Approval of July 29, 2010 Meeting Summary 
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There were no comments on the minutes.  Larry Fortune moved to approved 
them, Stewart Knox seconded the motion.  The meeting summary was approved 
unanimously. 

 
• Local Board Recertification Policy 

Ms. Halsey provided a brief overview of the action item and the options outlined 
in the issue paper, stating that with the upcoming recertification required by 
December 31, 2010, it presents an opportunity for the Committee to evaluate the 
issue and the potential benefits of adding additional criteria to this biennial 
process.     
 
There was some discussion concerning the last recertification process and 
perhaps the State Board might present some policy considerations on how the 
local boards might be able to organize regionally and recommended a bigger 
discussion with some of the local partners.   
 
A member asked if we can achieve some of these changes by modifying the 
local planning process.  He stated the current process maximizes local flexibility, 
authority and control.   The members decided to retain the current policy as is:  
Alternative 1, status quo adding the youth performance measures.   
 
A motion was made and seconded.  The motion was unanimously approved.   
 

• Exemplary Performance Incentive Award Policy 
 

Ms. Halsey again provided an introduction and explanation of the existing policy 
and the direction provided by Secretary Bradshaw during the last State Board 
meeting, asking why the current criteria is considered exemplary.  A member was 
supportive of modifying the current policy and the goal to give a meaningful 
amount of money to a few LWIBs that have achieved something significant.  
There are some technical areas that must be evaluated to define exemplary 
performance.  For instance, the state requested local areas to participate in the 
Integrated Serviced Delivery Project, and because of the larger number of people 
being enrolled in WIA, it may negatively affect their performance outcomes.  A 
significant change could change local behavior to receive the incentive award.     
 
There was some additional discussion of using a graduated approach and the 
range of incentive awards provided to local areas for the PY 2008-9: $40,000 to 
as little as $2,000 for others.  Staff will develop and calculate several scenarios 
based on the discussion and present them for members’ further deliberations at 
the next meeting.    A member motioned to table the discussion until the next 
meeting and was there was a second.  The motion was unanimously approved 
by the members present.   
 
High Concentration of Youth 
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Ms. Halsey introduced and briefed the members on the topic.  There were 
several questions about the use of the American Community Survey data and the 
implications for use in this award.  There were concerns about the data not being 
gathered for political subdivisions less than 20,000 population, and if it could be 
disaggregated to the local workforce area boundaries.   
 
A member motioned to defer this item to the next meeting and asked that a 
representative from the Labor Market Information Division be available to discuss 
the recommendation and respond to the question of members.   This motion was 
seconded and unanimously approved by the members present. 
 
ETPL Waiver Comments: 
Ms. Halsey summarized the waiver request, training providers that would be 
affected and the members reviewed the comments received.   There were no 
additional comments.  Waiver request will be forwarded to full board for August 
17 meeting.  If approved, it will be sent to DOL for final approval.   
 
 

III. Discussion 
 
• Ms. Halsey provided the updates on the following items: 

  
State Board meeting on Aug 17 in Sacramento.  She provided a brief overview of 
the agenda items for that upcoming meeting.   Secretary Bradshaw has asked 
Jamil Dada to act as the interim Chair for the State Board.  This ensures the 
continuation of the Board’s business that requires the Chair’s signature. 
 
Health Care Planning Grant.  The State Board staff has been busy working with 
the Office of Statewide Health Planning to apply for a $150,000 federal health 
care planning grant.  This grant is initial funding to begin organizing a partnership 
to develop a comprehensive state health workforce plan.   
 
The Employment and Training Administration made the announcement in 
September asking for collaborative efforts, led by the State Boards.  It is a 
planning grant and demonstrates how California’s planning strategy positions the 
state to receive future planning/implementation grants.  The federal Health and 
Human Services Agency is asking for approximately $150 million to support 
implementation of the federal health care act.  There are lot of data sets to be 
merged and reviewed through a different lens than before, and the need to 
augment existing data sets. 
 
Green Collar Jobs Council meeting on August 17.  The staff are planning a panel 
presentation of the State Energy Sector Planning Grants and Regional Industry 
Clusters of Opportunity Grant to discuss how the local partnership is organizing 
and collaborating on this work.  There will also be a discussion on Prop 23 and 
AB32 and discussion of the Committee’s business plan for continuation of work.   
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Strategic Plan Extension.  The Department of Labor provided a one year 
extension to the State Strategic Plan.  Included in the plan were two new waiver 
requests: Use of Rapid Response Funding to provide Incumbent Worker Training 
and Waiver to provide Reimbursement for On-the-Job Training.  Due to the 
expediency and local desire to use these waivers, a workgroup is being formed 
to develop a policy framework and guidance for these waivers.  This document 
will be ready for review at the next Committee meeting.  Adam Peck was asked 
to nominate a representative from CWA to this workgroup.   
 
Summer Youth Waivers.  The State Board submitted two waivers to DOL for the 
summer youth programs.   After being posted for public comment were submitted 
to Secretary Bradshaw for her review and to DOL on July 12th.  DOL is reviewing 
them now and staff will update members at the next meeting. 
 

IV. Public Comment: 
John Delmatier, Proteus, Inc.  The Eligible Training Provider List Waiver Request 
is drawn too narrowly.  There are private institutions that are accredited by 
Western Association of Schools and Colleges.  In addition, WASC requires 
individual class curriculum to be approved also.  The Waiver Request does not 
cover private institutions that are accredited.   He has submitted his comment in 
writing to the State Board. 

 
V. Other Business 

Victor Franco thanked members for their participation and will see members at 
the August 16 meeting.  Meeting adjourned. 
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Issues and Policies Committee 
Meeting Summary 

October 7, 2010 
 
The Issues and Policies Special Committee met on Thursday, October 7, 2010 from 1:30 pm to 
4:00 pm at the California Workforce Investment Board.   
 
The following members were present: 
 
Barry Sedlik 
Stewart Knox     
Adam Peck     

Elvin Moon 
Felicia Flournoy

     
The following members were absent:  
 
Edward Munoz, Chair  Victor Franco, Vice Chair 
Tim Rainey      Faye Huang 
Richard Rubin   
 
Others in Attendance: 
 
Jamil Dada, Acting State Board Chair 
Loree Levy, EDD 
Michael Evashenk, EDD 
Judy McClellan, EDD  
Art O’Neil, EDD  
Gus Margarite, EDD  
Jennifer Araujo, EDD  

Linda Rogaski, California Workforce 
Association 
John Delmatier, Proteus, Inc. 
Alan Bennett, Community Member 
Carol Padovan, U.S. Department of Labor 
Region 6 (via telephone) 

 
CWIB Staff: 
 
Barbara Halsey, Executive Director CA Workforce Investment Board 
Daniel Patterson, Staff to the Committee 
Ken Quesada, Staff to the State Board 
Luis Bermudez, Staff to the Committee 
John Williams, Staff to the Committee 
 
  
I.  Welcome and Opening Remarks 
 
Mr. Patterson welcomed the committee members in the absence of the Chair and Vice Chair.  
He informed the meeting attendants that there was not a quorum, and provided an overview of 
the agenda.   
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Attendees to the meeting introduced themselves. 
 
II.  Action Items 

 
Mr. Sedlik deferred the only action item, approval of the July 29, 2010 meeting minutes due to 
lack of quorum.  He also noted that there had been some resignations, namely Audrey Taylor, 
who is now chair of health care, Stella Premo and Larry Fortune. 
  
III. Discussion 
 

a.  High Concentration of Youth Grant Policy 
 

Judy McClellan gave an overview of the American Community Survey (ACS) as it relates to the 
U.S. Census long form.  The challenge with the ACS was to obtain data for the geographic level 
of Local Workforce Investment Areas (local areas).  In order to get to that level of detail, EDD 
needed to wait for the five year data which is to be released in December.  If the data is 
released, then EDD can update youth eligibility information and percentages based on the most 
recent data.  If the five year data is not released in December, then EDD will use 2000 data to 
update current local area boundaries and eligibility information. 
 
Mr. Sedlik asked if ACS will have enough data to make sure boundaries are correct.  Ms. 
McClellan confirmed that yes, the five year estimates contain all geographic areas, whereas the 
three year information includes data for geographic designations with a population of at least 
20,000.  These ACS estimates are done annually, with rolling estimates of one, three, and five 
years.  Mr. Peck agreed that census data is too old and welcomes ACS data. 
 
Mr. Sedlik, Mr. Peck, and Mr. Knox inquired about which other programs may be impacted by 
switching to ACS data, if there would be any down sides.  They brought up formulas used in 
determining funding for adult and dislocated worker streams, and how those might be affected.  
Ms. McClellan reassured the committee that she does not foresee any problems with switching 
to this data, as it will be the official census information used from now on.  EDD will follow 
directions set forth by the Bureau of Labor Statistics and the U.S. Department of Labor 
regarding the implementation of ACS and its effects on WIA programs.  
   
Mr. Peck asked if the committee was deciding on the use of ACS or the grant policy.  Mr. 
Patterson clarified that the question before the committee was actually regarding the High 
Concentration of Youth grant policy and proceeded to give an overview of the current policy.  
The members discussed whether the current policy should stay in place or whether the criteria 
should be changed to award more or less local areas, focus more funds in less areas, etc.  Ms. 
Halsey pointed out that to receive the awards, local areas have to demonstrate that they’re 
going above and beyond in the services they provide to these populations. 
 
Ms. Flournoy, Mr. Peck, and Mr. Knox agreed that it seems to make more sense to award to 
fewer areas, thereby having more funds focused on particular populations; instead of having 
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greater distribution of smaller grant amounts to more local area.  Having less funds makes it 
hard to even get programs running.  Members agreed that it’s more productive to have more 
money focused on a few and to have better outcomes.  
 
Mr. Patterson pointed out that this discussion is the reason EDD staff attendance at meetings is 
so valued; so that they can hear the concerns and thoughts first hand, so all partners may act 
proactively based on the information and questions brought up. 
 
The discussion concluded with agreement (without quorum) that the current policy stay in 
place and to update data for High Concentration of Youth with ACS figures.  To better inform 
committee members, Ms. Halsey asked staff to formulate a matrix showing which local areas 
have received the grants over the past three years, how many people were served, how much 
was awarded, and which special populations of youth were served.   
 

b.  One-Stop Career Center System Branding 
 
Mr. Dada provided a brief summary of the view of some members of Congress have regarding 
WIA and reauthorization.  He noted that they see WIA as a social service program, not 
economic development, so when the issue of reauthorization comes up, they’re not as 
engaged.  An interesting aspect of WIA is that it is designed to be business led.  But in this tough 
economy, business leaders are too busy trying to keep their businesses afloat instead of 
traveling to Washington DC.  That is one of the reasons reauthorization isn’t taking as much of a 
center stage in the view of Congress.  Mr. Dada also pointed out that the National Association 
of Workforce Boards (NAWB) will take on the issue of branding and is working with partners at 
the national level regarding this issue.  NAWB will launch a proposal in the early part of the year 
regarding branding.  The group will also host a website with success stories of local boards.   
  
Ms. Halsey noted that the State Board has not taken any action recognizing that the lack of a 
branding system is problematic.  Without such an action, staff and the IPC lack the authority to 
request a budget to fund the effort to find this common identifier.  The request at this meeting 
is to connect back to the board and think of ideas for cost and identifiers for a branding system.  
Ms. Halsey recommended that staff work on an issue paper stating that the IPC recognizes the 
importance of a common tool to identify and better market the workforce investment act; and 
that it charges the State Board staff and EDD to develop a budget and what the new branding 
system would look like, in order to make recommendations to the next administration.   
 
Members agreed that it will take some time to implement this branding system.  Mr. Knox 
noted that when the new EDD Reporting System comes online, as a public face of the workforce 
system, that its name might decide the branding name by exposure, whether the committee 
agrees on a different name or not.  Considering the rather quick timeline for awarding the 
system contract to a vendor, the Committee does not have much time to come up with a 
system name, budget, and strategy on its own. 
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Ms. Flournoy and Mr. Dada spoke of different states’ systems for branding and affiliates.  Mr. 
Dada pointed out that most other states have systems whereby the local area keeps its name 
but is part of an affiliate system, similar to individual banks with an FDIC logo.  This tells a 
consumer that the local area is independently run but meets certain criteria on a bigger scale.  
Ms. Flournoy brought up the point that if an affiliate branding system is implemented, there are 
other things to think about such as payment and printing arrangements for logos and marketing 
materials. 
 
Mr. Peck asked if there is a risk of over-branding, considering moves at the national level to 
create a national brand, perhaps with the reauthorization of WIA.  Perhaps we should 
coordinate with federal representatives.  Mr. Dada noted that even though there are thoughts 
of branding at the national level, the entire country looks to California as a leader and we 
should move ahead. 
 
Ms. Flournoy expressed her support for branding and noted that we should be mindful of how 
we approach the subject, and that this is a serious problem.  She also brought up the question 
of how we might work out the details quickly. 
  
Ms. Halsey noted that reconvening the branding workgroup at this point would do little more 
than to have people meet in Sacramento.  What we need is to test brands and get reaction.  
She suggested that the IPC and CWA work together to ask CWA members how they react to the 
use of a new system brand name. 
 
Mr. O’Neil, Ms. Halsey, and Mr. Dada suggested that we be mindful of who the real system 
users are.  There are individual local boards with local characteristics, sometimes geography 
playing a large roll.  They agreed an affiliate system would be useful, such as the one used in 
Pennsylvania.  Mr. Peck mentioned that Mr. Nick Schultz, the new Executive Director at the San 
Luis Obispo local area came from Pennsylvania, and that he might be a good resource for input 
regarding this matter.  Ms. Halsey asked the Committee to support and instruct State Board 
staff to make a connection with Mr. Schultz.  There could be a staff level workgroup to create 
firm recommendations, anticipating a State Board meeting in November.  The workgroup could 
consist of Mr. O’Neil, Ms. Levy, Ms. Cheryl Moore, Mr. Knox, and Mr. Schultz. 
 
Mr. Sedlik posed the question about budgets to support the branding system.  Mr. Patterson 
said that staff had surveyed other states regarding these matters and was waiting for 
responses.  Ms. Halsey noted that we should know what their initial implementation costs 
were, who bore the costs, what the annual commitment is, and how the costs are shared.  Mr. 
Dada noted also that the branding system is a good central way to manage the media.  Mr. Peck 
said that the brand should not feel like a state entity, it should represent all the local areas 
chaining together.  Mr. Dada agreed and said the brand should have a business feel, as WIA is 
supposed to be business or demand driven. 
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c.  Exemplary Performance Definition 
 
Mr. Patterson introduced the topic by noting that Secretary Bradshaw asked, “What is 
exemplary?”  The current exemplary performance awards go to areas that meet their 
negotiated performance levels, not exceed them.  Mr. Patterson went over the handout 
produced by EDD showing different scenarios for awards based on meeting or exceeding a local 
area’s performance by specific margins.  Mr. Patterson noted that in his opinion it is good to 
give partial awards, for it rewards a local area doing well in certain fields and not penalizing 
them for not reaching their goals in others.  Ms. Halsey gave a quick overview of current 
funding available under the current policy. 
 
Mr. Knox suggested that it might be beneficial to focus more funds in a few local areas doing 
exemplary work.  He gave an example of a large local area such as NoRTEC.  If they receive a 
small award, it’s difficult to implement any program at all, spread over a large geographic area.  
He noted that perhaps recommendations could be made to the new administration regarding 
the use of these funds for more strategic work.  Mr. Knox and Ms. Flournoy agreed that using 
this money for staff development is critical in their areas.  
 
Mr. Peck agreed that it’s a good idea to concentrate more money in fewer local areas, so it 
becomes more of an incentive.  Something to look at though, is that this is relative performance 
based on a local areas performance level.  For example, one local area can serve 50 people and 
get 99% performance whereas other local areas can serve 5,000 people and achieve less 
performance.  How do we make award equitable?  Ms. Flournoy warned that we must be 
careful to not create an atmosphere where the whole goal is to get the award because it makes 
locals serve people in need differently, which is a lesson learned In the Integrated Service 
Delivery learning labs. 
 
The discussion also focused on the measures used by other states to gauge local work.  All 
other states use common measures, like California.  However, Texas, Oregon, and Washington 
use other measures as well.  Ms. Flournoy noted that some of these additional measures would 
be helpful for a dashboard, and that whatever measures we might decide to collect, should be 
easy enough for EDD to collect and track.  Mr. Peck, Ms. Flournoy, and Mr. Knox offered to give 
staff information on which additional measures they collect at their respective local areas. 
 
 Mr. Patterson refocused the discussion on the definition of “exemplary” and what asked what 
the Committee wanted to do.  He noted that soon EDD will be distributing Fiscal Year 09/10 
awards, but still has some work to do on the data.  Ms. Flournoy suggested that we keep the 
current policy and explore a new policy only after receiving more information from local areas 
and other states, and suggested giving local areas transition time to collect and report any 
additional measures.   
 
Ms. Halsey directed posed the following question to State Board members Sedlik and Moon:  
Would the State Board be more inclined to look at WIA performance measures alone or would 
it be interested in a more lean-forward system in which additional measures are reported?  Mr. 
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Sedlik opined that the State Board would be interested in more detailed performance 
measures, to truly capture the successes of local areas.  Ms. Halsey asked Mr. Patterson to work 
to get the additional information from local areas and other states. 
 
Mr. O’Neal noted that we should be careful reporting successes and challenges with other 
measures.  If California is doing well with common measures but doesn’t do so well with other 
optional measures, negative attention might be focused on those additional measures, thereby 
overshadowing the great work done otherwise. He suggested that those additional measures 
be used for reference, rather than tied to funding. 
 

d.  Employment Training Provider List (ETPL) 
 
Mr. Patterson gave an overview of the current goal of streamlining the ETPL policy.  The goal is 
to facilitate the listing of all community colleges and their courses, as well as apprenticeship 
programs on the state ETPL.  The list is used on a statewide basis for clients who are eligible for 
WIA training funds.  A waiver was submitted in the summer to allow the state to list those 
programs.  However, it was withdrawn because it was overlooked that local board 
responsibility cannot be waived.  However, State Board staff and the Department of Labor 
representative for Region 6, Carol Padovan (joining the meeting via telephone), believe it is a 
worthwhile goal to streamline and list those programs on the ETPL, in compliance with WIA. 
 
Ms. Padovan suggested that staff take another look at the current policy.  Perhaps the way to 
approach this challenge is not to have a waiver, but rather to adjust policy.  A Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) could be implemented whereas one local area acts on behalf of all others 
in the application process and listing of community colleges and apprenticeship programs on 
the ETPL.  That would streamline the process and not waive local authority.  Also, an MOU 
could be established between all local areas and the State to allow the State to unilaterally list 
the community college and apprenticeship programs on the ETPL, at least for initial eligibility.  
Thought Ms. Padovan doesn’t see any reason why this would not work taking into account WIA 
and federal regulations, she’d like to talk it over with the national office.   
 
Local area committee members agreed that the proposed policy change would be beneficial to 
local areas, the community colleges, and apprenticeship programs.  As long as the intent is to 
streamline the process and not take away local control (which is understood) then the local 
area representatives support it.  Mr. Knox brought up the possibility of one or more local areas 
not agreeing to the MOU.  If so, would it impede the policy change?  Do all local areas have to 
agree for this to work, or can it be a partial agreement?  Ms. Padovan noted that once a 
program is listed on the ETPL, a local area does not have the authority to delist the program.  
There are specific policies in place for delisting a provider, at the state level.   
 
Ms. Halsey concluded that this should be done as a policy revision, not just an MOU.  The policy 
should include language which states that the state will, upon entering into an MOU, serve as 
the approval authority for programs certified under Higher Education Act.  We should keep Ms. 
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Padovan informed of our progress and make sure that the state policy is not in conflict with 
federal regulation. 
   
Mr. Sedlik asked how private provider applications and listings would be handled.  Ms. Halsey 
pointed out that private providers would still go through the local application process.  There 
are, however, other certifying bodies such as the Western Association of Schools and Colleges 
(WASC) and the state’s Bureau for Private Postsecondary Education (BPPE) which we may want 
to take a look at and work with for smaller program certification and inclusion in the ETPL.   
 
Ms. Padovan suggested taking a survey of local areas to inquire what they ask for in their 
application process.  If there are enough common requirements, perhaps those could be 
included in the statewide policy, thereby further streamlining the process at the local level.   
 
Mr. Knox inquired of Mr. O’Neal about the ability of the new system to include an ETPL listing.  
Perhaps that would also streamline the application process at a statewide level.   
 
Ms. Flournoy clarified that there were two issues being discussed:  one is being able to serve 
the public through community colleges and the other is looking at streamlining the entire 
system, not just when it comes to community colleges.  Mr. Patterson confirmed that we will 
look at the entire policy, while Mr. Peck suggested taking to other local areas to have their 
input on the matter. 
  
Ms. Halsey suggested the formation of another ad hoc workgroup to review and modify the 
current ETPL policy.  Mr. O’Neal noted that  implementation of the new system will enable us to 
look at the ETPL from a process change point of view so we can significantly change the current 
process to make it easier, but we won’t know until we get a little further on the implementation 
of the system.  Mr. Patterson suggested involving CWA and asking the organization, as well as 
Mr. Margarite’s staff at EDD to participate to craft a well rounded policy.  Regarding local area 
participation, it was suggested that South Bay, NoRTEC, and Riverside take part. 
 
Ms. Padovan informed the group of other news.  DOL is still planning a technical assistance 
forum for Northern California; she will keep staff informed of the progress.  Also, DOL is looking 
at work which can be connected with training which could provide credentials, and developing 
those ties.  Additionally, there will be a fairly big focus on partnering with other federal 
programs at the college level, this might include partners like the Department of Health and 
Human Services.  Tied to this renewed partnerships, there could be some additional 
discretionary funds. 
 

e.  Strategic Planning – Next Steps for the Committee 
 
Mr. Evashenk gave an update of work being done at EDD.  The state budget impasse had a great 
delaying effect on the distribution of funds for adult and dislocated workers.  The budget 
stalemate also held up additional assistance and 15 percent discretionary funds, which has 
forced local areas to borrow funds from other sources to run current programs.  While the life 
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of these funds is three years, the delay makes it harder to properly spend those funds in the 
allotted time period. 
 
Mr. Sedlik asked about the status of ARRA funding.  Mr. Evashenk explained that because ARRA 
funds expire at the end of the 2010/2011 fiscal year, local areas are going to experience a 
funding “cliff”.  DOL has set a requirement that local areas expend 70% of their ARRA funding 
by September 30, 2010.  Most areas seem to be doing well in this regard.  However, DOL looks 
at cash draw downs as a gauge of expenditures, but some local areas wait to draw down cash.  
Obligations should also be looked at for example.  Some programs could be running with many 
obligations but the cash has not necessarily been drawn.   
 
It appears fifteen areas have not spent their ARRA funds according to the deadline.  Mr. 
Evashenk has asked for corrective action plans from those areas.  Also, the Governor’s 15 
percent discretionary funds have an ARRA funding element.  Local areas should have spent at 
least half by the December 31, 2010 deadline.  Sixty grantees received notification that they 
had not done so.  Some of the reasons are late contracts due to budget stalemates from this 
and prior years.  However, sometimes there are contracts that have been running for 8-9 
months but not gaining ground.  EDD can de-obligate 15% funds if grantees are not meeting 
their goals by specific deadlines and redistribute them to grantees that need the funds.  There 
will be a better idea at the end of December or late January and EDD will make some decisions 
about putting the money where it can best be used. 
 
Mr. Evashenk talked about the challenges of spending ARRA funds quickly and spending it well.  
He noted that the new system will aid in tracking funds better, with better reporting 
opportunities and more chances to manage programs better with more accurate data. 
 
Ms. Halsey thanked Mr. Evashenk for the update, and brought up the point that the IPC is a 
great place to have such updates, in a more informal setting as compared to the State Board 
meetings.  This is an opportunity to have discussions about things that members are beginning 
to understand and explore.   
 
Mr. Peck brought up a point of discussion for the IPC members.  He had met with Dennis Petrie 
and CWA about the upcoming ARRA “cliff”.  ARRA funds were awarded during these tough 
economic times to aid the public with training and finding work.  It was assumed in Washington 
DC that by the end of the life of the funding, there would be enough employment to take over 
and the need for the funding would not be so great.  However, the need is still there, and the 
unemployment is actually higher in California now than when the funds were first awarded.  
There are many local areas that are facing a sharp drop in funding, but have more need than 
ever to serve more of the public. 
 
There has been some discussion that perhaps some of the Governor’s 15 percent discretionary 
funds could be used to help smooth out this abrupt change in funding levels.  this might be a 
recommendation which could be made to the new administration. 
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IV.  Public Comment 
 
There was no public comment. 
 
V.  Other Business 
 
There was no other business.  The meeting was adjourned.   
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